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Tyilinaeme

byn wmakanaga Kupapurrep wmemuiekeriHiH Tapuxsl  (0.3. V-V Fr.) KaH-XKaKThI
KapacCThIPBUIBIN, OJIAPJBIH >KayJiall aixy >KOpPBIKTaphl, Oackapy xyieci koHe ConrtycTik-baTsic
YHIicTaHJaFel MOJICHM MYPAChl TajjIaHalbl. 3epTTey HETi3lHEe jKa30a IepeKTep, apXeoJOTHSUIBIK
MaTepHaIIap JKOHEe HYMHU3MATHUKAIBIK aifakrap ajdblHIbl. KbITall KbUTHAMAaphl, PUMJIIK JKOHE
BH3AHTHSUIBIK aBTOpJAp, apMsH OHE TIapcChl JCpeKTepi, COHIaW-aK YHII SMHTPaPUKAIBIK
xaz0anmapel Kumaputrepain Toxapcran, ['anmxapa »xone IlenmkaOTarel casich, O9CKepU JKOHE
JTUTUTOMATHSUTBIK  KBI3METIH CHTIATTalIbl. ApXEOJOTHSUIBIK JIEPEKTep — KUpaFaH Kalajap.IbIH
KabaTTapel MEH KOHBICTap KYpPBUIBIMBIHIAFBI ©3TepICTep — OJIApJbIH IAMKBIHIIBIIBIKTAPEI
cayiapblHaH OO0JIFaH ayMaKThIK JKOHE QJIEYMETTIK-CasiCH e3repicTep/ii KepceTel.

HymusmaTukanblk Marepuaniap epekiie MaHbira wue: ojap KumaputrepniH KymiaH
TUTYJIIaphl MEH UKOHOTPA(HSICHIH KOJIIaHy apKbIIbl OWIIITiH 3aHIACTHIPFAHbIH, aJThIH )KOHE KYMIC
TeHrenepinin Optanblk Asust, Mpan xoHe YHIICTaH apachIHAAFbl XaJIbIKApaJIbIK cayaaaa OelceH Il
peit aTkapraHblH Kepceteal. Kumaputrep memiekeri Kyman uMnepusChIHBIH KyJlayblHAH KEHIHT1
xoHe Ddramurrepaid (AK FyHIap) epieyiHeH OYPBIHFBI OTIEN Ke3€H PETiHAC KapacThIPhLIAIIbI.
Kpicka mep3iMal Owririne kapamacTtaH, KumapuTTep KymiaH IOCTYpJEpPiHIH CaKTadyblHa, ©HEp,
Oackapy *oHE JIIHM OMIPIIH >KalFacyblHa eyl yJieC KOCTbI, COHbIMEH KaTap aliMaKTbIH CasiCH
MOJICHHETIHE KaHa KOIIeNi-oCKepH dJIEMEHTTEp SHI13/11.

3eprrey HoTmxkecl Kumaputrepai Tek KUpaTylibl KYII PETIHAE €MeC, €Ki TapuXd Ke3eHHIH
apachlH KaJIFaraH JTUHAMUKAJIBIK CasCH CyOBEKT peTiHae Oaranay KaKeTTiriH kepceremi. Omapabiy
OWIiri MEMJICKETTIK KYpPBUIBIM OJJIEMEHTTEPIH KalWTa KaJlblHA KENTIPIl, cayaa >KOJIapblH
KaHJAaHJBIPABI KoHE MOCTUMIEPUsIIbIK OpTanbiK neH OHTYCTIK A3UsIaFbl MOJICHH Ca0aKTaCThIKThI
HbeIFalTThl. Ochbl Typrbiaan Kunaputrep aiiMak TapuxbIHAAFbl MaHbI3IbI, OIpak >kui eneyci3 KairaH
KYOBUIBIC OOJIBITT TaOBLIA/IBI.

Kiar ce3nep: Kunaputrep, Toxapcran, 'anaxapa, Conrycrik-bareic YHaicran, XHOHUTTED,
FyHOap, S¢Tanurrep, KylIaHaap, apXeoJorws, HyMH3MaTHKa, jka30a nepekrep, Cacanunep
umnepusicel, ['ynra wumnepuscel, llenmxad, KaOyn, banx, xanbikapanblk cayna, Oymau3m
MOJICHHET, MOJICHH ca0aKTaCThIK, KOIIneli KoH(eaepamusap, moCTUMIEPUSIIBIK OTIelNi Ke3€H.
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AHHOTANUA

B rocynapctBe mpoBOIMTCS BCECTOPOHHEE MccienoBaHue ucropun Kupapuukoro mapcrsa
(IV=V BB. H. 3.), pacCCMaTPUBAIOTCS €r0 3aBOCBAHMUs, CUCTEMA YIPABJICHUS U KYJIbTYPHOE HACIICIAHE
B Cesepo-3amanHoit Muaum u omnpeneneHHbIX pernoHax. OCHOBHOTO MCCIEAOBAHUS CIIYXaT
MIMCbMEHHBIE UCTOUYHUKHU, apXEOJOTHYeCKUe MaTepralibl U HyMHU3MaTuueckue naHHble. Kuralickue
XPOHUKHU, PUMCKHE U BU3AHTUHCKUE aBTOPBI, apMSHCKHUE M NEPCUJICKUE CBUAETEIbCTBA, a TAKKE
UHAUMCKUE dnurpaduyeckue HaJIuCH pacKpbIBalOT MOJUTUYECKUE, BOCHHbIE U JUINIOMATUYECKUE
noxpobnoctn  gearenbHoct  KumapuroBa B Toxapucrane, I'angxape wu  Ilemmxa0e.
ApxeoJsiornyeckue JaHHbIE, BKJIIOYAIOLIUE CJIOM Pa3pyLIEHUN rOpOJIOB U W3MEHEHHUS B CTPYKTYpe
[IOCEJICHUHM, TEepPpPUTOpUAIbHBIE CIBUTM M COLMAIBHO-TIOJMTUYECKUE TOTPSICEHHs, KOTOpBIE
Ha3bIBAIOTCS MHBA3USIMU.

HymusmaTnueckre Marepuainbl, OTHOCSIIHMECS K IEHTPaIbHOMY TOpOJIY, HpPEICTaBISIIOT
WHTEpeC MJs aHaju3a: OHU I[OKa3bIBAlOT, 4TO KuIapuThl JETUTUMHU3UPYIOT CBOIO BJAcTb,
UCIOJIb3YSl KYIIAHCKME TUTYJAbl M HMKOHOrpaduio, a 30J0Thle U cepeOpsHbIE MOHETHI
CBUJIETEIBCTBYIOT 00 aKTUBHOM apeajie U MexayHapoaHoi Toprosie LlenTpansHoit A3un, Mpana u
Wuoun. Kupnapurckoe rocynapcTBO paccMaTpUBaeTCsl Kak MEPEXOJHOE 3BEHO MEXIY IaJIeHUEM
Kymanckoii umnepun u BosBblmieHneM OdTanutoB (benbix rynHoB). Hecmotps Ha Hemonroe
npasieHue, KumapuTsl BHECIM 3HAUMTEIbHBIM BKJIAJ B COXpAaHEHHE KYHUIAHCKUX TpaJulud H
UCKYCCTB, YNPaBJIEHUS U PEIUTHO3HON KU3HU, a TAKXKE HOBBIX KOUYEBBIX U BOCHHO-TIOJIMUTUYECKUX
3JIEMEHTOB U MOJIUTUYECKON KYIbTYPhI B PETHOHE.

UccnenoBanue noauepkuBaer, 4ro KugapurtoB cieayeT paccMaTpuBaThb HE TOJIBKO Kak
paspyuiarenei, HO U Kak JAWHAMUYECKYI0 CHIIY, OOBEAMHMBILIYIO J[Ba HCTOpPHUYECKUX ATama. Mx
yIpaBieHHE BOCCTAHOBUJIO 3JIEMEHTHI TOCYIapCTBEHHOIO YCTPOMCTBA, CTUMYJIHPOBAIO TOPTOBIIIO
1 CIOcOOCTBOBAJIO KYJIBTYPHOMY IIPEBOCXOJICTBY B nocTuMIepckoit FOxxHoit u LlenTpanbaoit Azun.
N B sroM oTHOmeHnn KumapuTbl 3aHMMAalOT BakKHOE, HO 3a4acTyl0 HEJIOOLICHEHHOE MECTO B
HCTOPUU PETHOHA.

KiawueBbie ciaoBa: Kwumaputsl, Toxapucran, I'angxapa, CeBepo-3anagnas WHaus,
XUOHUTHI, TYHHBI, 3(TaNUThI, KYIIAHbI, ApXEOJIOTHs, HyMHU3MaTHKa, MHUCbMEHHBIE HCTOYHUKH,
Cacanunckas umnepus, ['ynrckas nmnepus, [lenmka6, KaOyn, banx, mexayHapoaHas TOProBis,
Oyanuiickas KyJnbTypa, KyJIbTypHasi MPEEMCTBEHHOCTh, KOUEeBble KOH(eaAepaly, ToCTUMIIEPCKUI
MepPexo/i.

Saparov S.
Doctoral student
Al Biruni Institute of Oriental Studies, Uzbekistan Academy of Sciences
Email: saparovsarboz437@gmail.com
ORCID: https://orcid.org/0009-0006-9219-8705

KIDARITES RULE IN NORTHWESTERN INDIA: CONQUEST, GOVERNANCE,
AND LEGACY

Abstract

This article provides a comprehensive study of the history of the Kidarites kingdom (4th—5th
centuries CE), analyzing its conguest, governance, and legacy in northwestern India and adjacent
regions. Drawing on a wide range of sources—written records, archaeological materials, and
numismatic evidence—the research aims to reassess the role of the Kidarites as both conquerors and
state-builders. Written sources, including Chinese chronicles, Roman and Byzantine historians,
Armenian and Persian records, and Indian epigraphic inscriptions, shed light on the political,
military, and diplomatic activities of the Kidarites in Tokharistan, Gandhara, and the Punjab region.
Archaeological evidence, such as urban destruction layers and settlement patterns, reflects the
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territorial shifts and sociopolitical disruptions caused by their invasions, while also demonstrating
attempts to restore governance and stability.

Numismatic materials play a central role in the analysis, illustrating how the Kidarites
legitimized their authority by adopting Kushan titles, iconography, and administrative traditions.
The circulation of their gold and silver coins underscores not only their economic power but also
their active participation in regional and international trade networks connecting Central Asia, Iran,
and India. The article further highlights the transitional nature of the Kidarites polity, situating them
between the decline of the Kushan Empire and the rise of the Hephthalites (White Huns). Despite
their relatively brief dominance, the Kidarites contributed to the preservation of Kushan legacies in
art, governance, and religious life, while also introducing new nomadic-military elements into the
region's political landscape.

The study emphasizes that the Kidarites should not be seen merely as destructive invaders but
rather as a dynamic force that bridged two historical epochs. Their rule exemplifies how nomadic
confederations could integrate sedentary administrative traditions, maintain trade routes, and
contribute to cultural continuity in post-imperial South and Central Asia. In this respect, the
Kidarites represent an important, though often overlooked, chapter in the history of the region,
whose impact resonated long after their political decline.

Keywords: Kidarites, Tokharistan, Gandhara, Northwestern India, Chionites, Huns,
Hephthalites, Kushans, archaeology, numismatics, written sources, Sasanian Empire, Gupta Empire,
Punjab, Kabul, Balkh, international trade, Buddhist culture, cultural continuity, nomadic
confederations, post-imperial transition.

Introduction. By the end of the 3rd century CE, the balance of power in Central Asia and the
northwestern regions of India began to shift, leading to the gradual disintegration of the once-
mighty Kushan Empire. During this period, the Sasanian Empire of Iran intensified its influence in
the region. Sasanian King Shapur I (r. 239-270), in his inscriptions, claimed to have conquered the
Kushan domain as far as Purushapura (modern-day Peshawar) [1, p.104]. Subsequently, the
Sasanians appointed their own governors in these territories—rulers bearing the title Kushanshah—
and established nominal control over areas around Balkh (Bactria) and Kabul. However, from the
early 4th century onwards, new waves of nomadic tribes from the north began to exert pressure
southward. The Chionites (or Xionites) and allied Hunnic tribes posed a serious threat to both the
Sasanians and the Kushanshah rulers [2, pp. 60-61]. According to the Roman historian Ammianus
Marcellinus, Sasanian King Shapur 1l (r. 309-379) spent much of his reign in bloody wars against
the Chionites and other nomadic groups who invaded the northeastern frontiers of the empire [2,
p.103]. Among these nomadic groups, a distinct faction later known as the Kidarites emerged and
established their authority in northwestern India by the mid-4th century CE. The term “Kidarites” is
derived from the name of their leader, Kidara. Under Kidara's leadership, this group initially
appeared within the former territories of the Kushanshahs, presenting themselves as the legitimate
successors to the Kushan dynasty. Some scholars, such as R. Ghirshman and W. Sundermann,
regard the Kidarites as the fourth and final phase of the Kushan dynasty. Others, however, consider
them a distinct confederation of diverse ethnic groups that had broken away from the broader
Hunnic (Huna) tribal alliance [2, p.44]. The role of Kidara himself was crucial in the formation of
the Kidarites polity; it was he who founded both the dynasty and the state that bore his name. This
article analyzes the Kidarites incursion into northwestern India, their conquest of the region, and
their methods of governance based on historical and scholarly sources. The introduction provides an
overview of the historical context and key sources, while the main body of the article will explore
the emergence of the Kidarites state, their campaigns in northwestern India, and the administrative
systems they implemented.

Formation of the Kidarites State

In the first quarter of the 4th century CE, the Kushanshahs—appointed by the Sasanian
Empire—retained relatively autonomous rule over Balkh and the adjacent region of Bactria.
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However, during this same period, the pressure from nomadic tribes migrating southward from the
steppes was steadily increasing. According to Chinese chronicles, in the late 330s CE, a military
leader of Yuezhi (Kushan) descent named Kidara (referred to as “Sidolo” in Chinese sources) began
a military campaign southward toward the Hindu Kush region [3, pp. 205-206]. By around 350 CE,
the Kushanshahs had become severed from central authority and fell under the influence of the
Xionites (Kidara-Huns). The appearance of symbols characteristic of the Kidarites on some of the
last Kushanshah coins suggests that the Kushanshahs had effectively become puppets of the
Xionites [4, p. 120]. This internal weakening of the Kushanshah state paved the way for Kidara’s
rise to power. According to historian V. Masson, Kidara was initially an active participant in the
tribal alliance of the Xionites and cooperated with them in campaigns against the Sasanians [2, pp.
46-47]. During the reign of Sasanian King Shapur Il (mid-4th century), the Xionites and the
Kidarites jointly conquered Bactria (Balkh), which was under Sasanian control. Following this
conquest, Kidara advanced southward, crossing the Hindu Kush mountains and invading the Indian
subcontinent. Sources state that in the early 360s CE, Kidara captured Gandhara and proclaimed
himself an independent ruler [3, pp. 125-126]. Although Emperor Shapur Il launched several
military campaigns to eliminate this threat on the empire’s eastern frontier, he failed to achieve
significant success. Armenian historian Faustus of Byzantium recounts that Shapur II’s army was
decisively defeated by the Kushan (Kidarites) forces: “The Kushan army defeated the Persians,
killing many, taking many prisoners, and forcing the rest to flee.” Researchers estimate that this
event occurred around the 370s CE [5, p. 158]. Thus, Kidara established his own state and, to
present himself as the legitimate heir of the Kushans, began minting coins in his name. The earliest
coins, struck in Balkh in 365 CE, bear the name Kidara and depict a crown with two horns—
resembling “devil’s horns”—with decorative ribbons surrounding the head. This crown design
closely resembles that of Sasanian king Shapur 11, suggesting that Kidara reigned during the same
period [4, pp. 121-132]. At the same time, silver coins bearing Kidara’s name also began
circulating in Gandhara (Peshawar region).

Numismatist A. Mandelstam, based on his research, concluded that: “Kidara was in fact a
representative of the final Kushan dynasty—referred to as the 'Small Kushans’—who ruled in
Northern Bactria after the collapse of the Great Kushan Empire.” [6, p. 72] This implies that Kidara
may have had direct genealogical ties to the Kushans and ruled as their legitimate successor. During
Kidara’s reign, the territorial extent of the state rapidly expanded. According to sources, his domain
extended from Balkh and Tokharistan in the north to Arachosia (Southern Afghanistan) and
Gandhara in the south—encompassing the region from the Amu Darya River to the Indus River. In
managing his empire, Kidara relied on his family members. Some sources note that he appointed his
son as governor of Peshawar (center of Gandhara), while he himself returned to the north,
establishing Balkh as the capital [4, pp. 120-122]. As a result, northwestern India came under
Kidarites control, with Kidara governing the realm from Balkh.

There exists scholarly debate regarding the chronology of the Kidarites period. Some
researchers place Kidara’s reign primarily in the third quarter of the 4th century CE (ca. 360—380),
while others believe his rule extended into the early 5th century. For instance, orientalist V. G.
Lukonin dates the Kidarites dynasty’s rule between 390-450 CE. Numismatist R. Gobl
distinguishes between the final Sasanian-affiliated Kushanshahs, who ruled from 371-385 CE, and
the Kidarites, who he dates from 385440 CE. Other scholars, such as S. K. Kabanov and L. N.
Gumilyov, place the lifespan of the Kidarites state between 418-468 CE. Of course, the existence of
early Kidarites coins dated to 365 CE and related source material necessitates a more precise
chronological reassessment. Nevertheless, in general terms, the Kidarites dynasty may be said to
have ruled from the mid-4th to the mid-5th century CE [4, p. 112].

Kidarites Invasions of Northwestern India

The expansion of Kidarites authority into northwestern India marked the final stage for the
remnants of the local Kushan lineages (often referred to as the “Lesser Kushans”) and the initial
stage for the new Hunnic rulers arriving from Central Asia. Regions such as Gandhara, Taxila, and
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Kashmir, although still influenced by Kushan cultural legacy during this period, had seen a
significant decline in centralized authority, with small, independent local rulers exercising
fragmented power. Kidara’s battle-hardened forces rapidly crossed the Hindu Kush mountains and
advanced southward, subjugating local authorities with little resistance [7, pp. 210-211]. The
Chinese chronicle Pei Shih records: “The brave Yuezhi ruler Kidara crossed the Indus River with
his army,” confirming Kidara’s southward military campaign toward the Indus [3, p. 122].

The Kidarites incursion appears to have encountered minimal opposition, as neither the
Kushanshahs nor the Gupta Empire were paying sufficient attention to these distant western frontier
regions at the time [8, pp. 22—-26]. Gandhara (present-day Peshawar Valley) became one of the most
important urban centers to fall under Kidarites control. This region had long served as a hub of trade
and Buddbhist culture since the Kushan period. Upon capturing it, Kidara is said to have appointed
his son, Peroz, as the local governor [4, p. 126]. Continuing their advance into the Indian
subcontinent, some accounts indicate that the Kidarites reached as far as the Punjab region. Chinese
sources note that the Kidarites migrated into Punjab and established authority there as well—an area
that was previously part of the Lesser Kushan territories [8, p. 26]. Thus, it is likely that the
Kidarites succeeded in asserting their dominance over former Kushan domains in Punjab as well.

One of the significant outcomes of the Kidarite invasion was their relatively favorable
reception by the local population. This can be attributed to the cultural continuity with the Kushans.
The Kidarites presented themselves as heirs to the Kushan legacy, continued the use of Kushanshah
coinage and royal titles, and were therefore possibly perceived by the local population as the “new
Kushan rulers.” Chinese envoys and travelers often described the Kidarites as descendants of the
Yuezhi (Tocharians), i.e., direct successors of the ancient Kushans. In fact, sources from the 7th
century CE still refer to Hunnic rulers in northwestern India as “Tocharians”—an indication that the
Kidarites (and later the Hephthalites) were not seen as drastically different from their Kushan
predecessors in terms of ethnicity and culture. Instead, they appeared to continue the Kushanoid
tradition [3, p. 122].

To consolidate their rule in northern India, the Kidarite kings sought to establish an efficient
local administration. They adopted administrative structures inherited from the earlier Kushan state
and adapted them to their own governance system. For instance, regional governors bearing the title
yabghu were appointed to oversee key cities and provinces. These governors were often members
of the royal family or trusted military leaders. In major centers such as Balkh, Merv, and Peshawar,
the Kidarites placed their direct representatives in power, allowing them to maintain centralized
control over vast territories. While Sasanian and Armenian sources portrayed the Kidarites
invasions as barbaric incursions by savage tribes, historical evidence suggests that the new rulers
swiftly reestablished order and taxation systems, and attempted to restore local governance
structures. These actions contributed to the revival of trade routes and urban life, particularly along
caravan routes that had declined during the earlier period of instability.

Kidarites and Neighboring States: Relations and Conflicts

Relations with the Sasanian Empire

After their conquest of northwestern India, the Kidarites came into direct conflict with the
western neighbor — the Sasanian Empire of Iran. Initially, relations between the two powers were
marked by hostility. As mentioned earlier, Sasanian king Shapur Il attempted to halt the Kidarites
advance but suffered a defeat in the process [5, p. 160]. Following Shapur II’s death in 379 CE, the
Sasanian dynasty experienced a period of internal instability, especially during the reigns of
Ardashir Il and Shapur Il1. Taking advantage of this disarray, the Kidarites operated independently
and, for a time, forced the Sasanians to acknowledge their power. By the reign of Bahram V (r.
420-438), it appears that the Sasanians adopted a conciliatory approach toward the Kidarites.
According to some traditions, Bahram V gave one of his royal relatives in marriage to the Kidarites
king and agreed to pay tribute in exchange for peace. Historical records suggest that until
approximately 440 CE, the Sasanian Empire paid regular tribute (kharaj) to the Kidarites — a
testament to the Kidarites strength and geopolitical dominance during this period [1, p. 103]. By the
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mid-5th century CE, however, the Sasanians began to reassert their influence along the northern
frontier. During the reign of Yazdegerd Il (r. 438-457) and later his son Peroz | (r. 457-484),
military campaigns against the Kidarites were initiated. Prince Peroz, while contesting the Sasanian
throne, sought the support of the Hunnic allies — specifically the Hephthalites — to defeat his
internal rival. Once victorious in the dynastic struggle, he launched expeditions against the
Kidarites in the northeast. Sources note that Peroz | either defeated the Kidarites ruler directly or
exploited the opportunity created by the ruler’s death to temporarily restore Sasanian authority in
regions such as Khurasan and Bukhara. However, this victory proved short-lived, as the emergence
of the Hephthalites (White Huns) soon posed a far greater threat, not only to the Kidarites but to the
Sasanians themselves [9, p. 146].

Relations with the Gupta Empire (India)

At the time of the Kidarites incursion into northern India, the Indo-Gangetic plains located
east of the Indus River were under the control of the Gupta Empire. However, until the mid-5th
century CE, the Guptas had not deployed significant military strength along their northwestern
frontier. As the Kidarites advanced into Eastern Punjab and Gandhara, confrontations with the
Gupta forces became inevitable. During the reign of Skandagupta (r. 455-467), there is strong
evidence that multiple Kidarites (referred to in Indian sources as Hunnic) invasions of northern
India were successfully repelled [9, pp. 144-146]. The Bhitari pillar inscription (dated ca. 458 CE)
commemorates Skandagupta's victories, including a triumph over the “mlechchha (foreign)
enemies.” Scholars generally agree that these enemies were the Kidarites. According to sources, in
457 CE, the Kidarites invaded Gupta territory via Punjab but were defeated by Skandagupta.
Interestingly, some Hunnic factions—such as one led by a commander named Hingila—are
recorded in historical accounts as having allied with the Guptas during this conflict. Following
Skandagupta’s victory, the Kidarites were forced to retreat from Indian territory for a time [6, pp.
51-55]. However, this did not mark the end of the struggle for control over northern India. In the
late 5th and early 6th centuries, a new wave of Hunnic invasions entered India. These invaders
became known in history as the Hephthalites (White Huns) and inflicted serious damage on the
Gupta Empire. These later incursions were not a direct continuation of Kidarites rule but rather
represented the rise of a new and separate political force.

The rise and fall of the Kidarites state was deeply intertwined with other Hunnic-Turkic tribal
confederations of Central Asia. Kidara’s initial rise to power was closely associated with the
Chionite (Chionite) Huns, while the eventual collapse of the Kidarites coincided with the
emergence of the Hephthalites. According to some historical accounts, in the period between 420
and 440 CE, Hephthalite tribes began migrating from northeastern Central Asia, occupying parts of
Bactria and Tokharistan, and gradually pushing the Kidarites westward and southward.British
historian H. McGovern theorized that this pressure from the Hephthalites forced Kidara to abandon
Balkh, relocating either westward (possibly to Khwarezm) or southward into India. In this scenario,
his son Peroz may have continued to rule in northern India under what became known as the
“Lesser Kushan” legacy. Reliable sources confirm that by the mid-5th century CE, the Kidarite state
had disappeared entirely from the historical stage. In both Central Asia and northern India, they
were replaced by the newly dominant Hephthalite Empire [2, pp. 85-90]. One of the most intriguing
aspects of the sources is that some Sasanian and Greco-Roman authors described the Hephthalites
as successors of the Kidarites, while others regarded them as an entirely new tribal confederation.

For example, the 6th-century Syrian chronicler Pseudo-Zacharias refers to a “King Kidar”
followed by a ruler named “Ephthal,” which may indicate the succession of the Hephthalite leader
Ephthal after Kidara. This narrative supports the interpretation that the Hephthalites supplanted the
Kidarites — part of a broader and complex struggle between sedentary powers and nomadic
invaders in the region.

Conclusion

During their roughly century-long rule (from the mid-4th to the mid-5th century CE), the
Kidarites dynasty and state played a pivotal role in the history of Central Asia and northwestern
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India. After the fall of the powerful Kushan Empire, the Kidarites filled the political vacuum in its
northwestern territories and presented themselves as the direct successors of the Kushans. Their
conquest of northwestern India occurred relatively quickly, restoring a degree of political stability
to the region. The Kidarites adopted many of the administrative traditions and governance models
of the Kushan state, enabling them to establish their rule without disrupting the cultural and
religious life of the local population. Under their dominion, northwestern India once again became a
vital link in international trade networks, particularly caravan routes between India and Central
Asia. Numismatic and archaeological findings testify to this revitalization of cross-regional
connections. Kidara and his successors minted gold and silver coins, not only as a medium of
exchange but also as a means of legitimizing their political authority. The iconography and
inscriptions on these coins largely reflected Kushan traditions, although some also show the
influence of Sasanian culture—for example, the depiction of the ruler wearing a two-horned crown.
Such imagery highlights the cultural synthesis that took place during this period.

The Kidarites rule has been interpreted differently across various local and foreign sources.
Persian and Armenian records often portray the Hunnic invaders as barbaric and destructive,
whereas Chinese and Indian sources generally depict the Kidarites as relatively civilized rulers, seen
as successors to the Kushans who brought order to the lands they conquered. The truth likely lies
somewhere between these two extremes: while the Kidarites retained their nomadic-military
traditions, they also made concerted efforts to establish political and economic stability in the
territories they controlled. The decline of Kidarites rule did not mean their total destruction or
disappearance from history. On the contrary, the Hephthalites (White Huns), who succeeded them,
can in many ways be seen as direct inheritors of the Kidarites state—in terms of territory,
administrative structure, and even, to some extent, ethnic composition. Thus, even after the fall of
the Kidarites kingdom, the Kushan-Hunnic legacy continued in Central Asia and northwestern India
for several more decades.By the 6th century CE, this region witnessed the continuation of a
syncretic civilization, shaped by both Central Asian nomadic traditions and local Indo-Aryan
cultures.

In conclusion, the Kidarites symbolize a transitional epoch in the history of northwestern
India. They served as a bridge between the classical Kushan Empire and the early medieval
Hephthalite period, filling a crucial historical gap and preserving civilizational continuity. Their
short yet significant rule illustrates that nomadic powers, often initially perceived as "barbaric,"
were capable of reestablishing state structures and contributing to the restoration of order and
governance in post-imperial landscapes.

The Kidarites case demonstrates how nomadic groups could successfully integrate local
administrative traditions and lay the groundwork for new historical phases. Indeed, the legacy of the
Kidarites state reverberated in later historical sources and has been recognized by modern
historiography as a noteworthy example of post-imperial transformation in Central and South Asia.
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